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DETAILED ACTION 

Drawings 

The drawings are now accepted. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Shima (2002/0196423) in view of Nakatsuka (6229625). 

Referring to claim 1, Shima shows a ranging apparatus with plural cameras 
(figure 2A Ref 11 and 12), plural distortion correction means (paragraph 6 and 7), a 
corrective computation means (figure 2A Ref 25), and a ranging computation means but 
does not show a corrected image selection means. 

Nakatsuka shows a distortion correction means and corrected image selection 
means which selects the most appropriately corrected image (column 2 lines 59-65), but 
does not show plural cameras, and a ranging computation means. It would have been 
obvious to modify Shima with Nakatsuka because with any image processing like the 
image processing that is done in Shima an image processor can make mistakes and an 
image selection means would be able to select the proper image for the application as 
taught in Nakatsuka. 
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Referring to claim 3, Shima shows a method which determines distance to 
objects with a first step wherein plural cameras function as image acquiring means and 
take images of a target (figure 2A Ref 1 1 and 12), a second step of correcting after 
eliminating distortion (paragraph 6 and 7), and a final step of ranging distance to the 
object. Shima does not show a third step between the final step and the second step of 
selecting among plural corrective images an appropriate corrected image. 

Nakatsuka shows a step of distortion correction means and corrected image 
selection means which selects the most appropriately corrected image (column 2 lines 
59-65), but does not show a first step using plural cameras to acquire images of a 
target, and a final step of a ranging computation of the distance to the target. It would 
have been obvious to modify Shima with Nakatsuka because with any image 
processing like the image processing that is done in Shima an image processor can 
make mistakes and an image selection means would be able to select the proper image 
for the application as taught in Nakatsuka. 

Referring to claim 4, Shima shows ranging program that determines distance to 
objects using the following steps. A first step wherein plural cameras function as image 
acquiring means and take images of a target (figure 2A Ref 1 1 and 12), a second step 
of correcting after eliminating distortion (paragraph 6 and 7), and a final step of ranging 
distance to the object. Shima does not show a third step between the final step and the 
second step of selecting among plural corrective images an appropriate corrected 
image. 



Application/Control Number: 10/813,714 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3662 

Nakatsuka shows a step of distortion correction means and corrected image 
selection means which selects the most appropriately corrected image (column 2 lines 
59-65), but does not show a first step using plural cameras to acquire images of a 
target, and a final step of a ranging computation of the distance to the target. It would 
have been obvious to modify Shima with Nakatsuka because with any image 
processing like the image processing that is done in Shima an image processor can 
make mistakes and an image selection means would be able to select the proper image 
for the application as taught in Nakatsuka. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shima (2002/0196423) in view of Foote (7015954). 

Shima shows a ranging apparatus with plural cameras (figure 2A Ref 1 1 and 12), 
plural distortion correction means (paragraph 6 and 7), a corrective computation means 
(figure 2A Ref 25), and a ranging computation means but does not show a corrected 
image selection means. 

Foote shows plural cameras (figure 4A), a plural distortion correction means 
(column 8 line 45 - column 9), an automated corrected image selection means (column 
2 line 60 - column 3), and teaches the possibility of determining a range of the object 
that is viewed (column 12 line 65 - column 13). It would have been obvious to include 
the corrected image selection means of Foote because this allows a computer to select 
an image from a group of possible images allowing the human element of error to be 
eliminated. 
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Claims 7-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shima (2002/0196423) in view of Nakatsuka (6229625) as applied to claims 1, 3, 
and 4 above, and further in view of Komiya (6211911). 

Referring to claims 7-12, Shima shows a ranging apparatus with plural cameras 
(figure 2A Ref 1 1 and 12), plural distortion correction means (paragraph 6 and 7), a 
corrective computation means (figure 2A Ref 25), and a ranging computation means but 
does not show a corrected image selection means. 

Nakatsuka shows a distortion correction means and corrected image selection 
means which selects the most appropriately corrected image (column 2 lines 59-65), but 
does not show plural cameras, and a ranging computation means. It would have been 
obvious to modify Shima with Nakatsuka because with any image processing like the 
image processing that is done in Shima an image processor can make mistakes and an 
image selection means would be able to select the proper image for the application as 
taught in Nakatsuka. However both Shima and Nakatsuka are silent as to the addition 
of a common distortion table in their invention. 

Komiya shows plural cameras (figure 1), plural distortion correction means (figure 
1), wherein the plural distortion means includes a distortion correction table prepared in 
advance for the cameras respectively shown because of the multiple image correction 
sections for each camera (figure 1 and column 8 line 40-55). It would have been 
obvious to include the distortion correction table taught by Komiya because this is a 
common means to correct for distortion and adds no new or unexpected results. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 2, 5, and 6 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-12 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The applicant informed the examiner that they wish to evoke 35 U.S.C. 112 
paragraph 6 with respect to the claims. The MPEP requires the applicant to include the 
words "means for" or "step for* when intending to using means plus function language 
(MPEP chapter 2181 section I. Language falling within 35 U.S.C. 112 6 th paragraph). 
With respect to the argument that the claims include means plus function language and 
that the prior rejection is moot the examiner points out the preceding section in the 
MPEP and makes the argument that the means plus function language is incorrect. 

New art has however been cited because the examiner failed to previously 
examine claims 5-12 because the wrong claim submission was used in the examining 
process. New art has also been added with the understanding that the 1 12 6 th issue will 
be easily resolved in hopes to further the examination process. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Luke D. Ratcliffe whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3110. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Tarcza can be reached on 571-272-6979. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
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